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imber products account for over a quarter
of the value of all the 1ndustr1a1 raw materi-

- als consumed
sure, timber-based economic act1v1ty is a major force
in the nation’s economy, and the future of the na-
tion’s economy is directly related to the future of its
forests.” (Northdurft 1984, 68-69).

Introduction: Setting the Stage for Forest based
Economic Development

Interest in forest based economic development
has strengthened dramatically since the wood indus-
try’s severe downturn of 1982-83 (Jones and Stanturf
1990; Jones and Koester 1989; VA Cooperative Ex-
tension 1985; University MN 1990; Webster et al.
1990). But what exactly is forest based economic de-
velopment? Because we were unable to find a con-
cise nor consistent deliberation in the term, we offer
the following definition, based on our experience
with and observations of the process in Pennsylvania
and across the country.

Forest based economic development is a coordi-
nated approach for realizing the economic potential
associated with a region’s forest resources. The ap-
proach involves private/public sector activities, pro-
grams, and initiatives to create jobs and increase
transfer payments from outside the region, thus ex-
panding economic activity within the region. A “re-
gion” might be a local community, a state, or even a
country, and the economic potential encompasses
both market and non-market goods and services gen-
erated from the region’s forests. A sustainable ap-
proach to forest based economic development is one
based upon the long-term use and management of the
forest resource. While the definition would normally
include service-oriented uses such as recreation and
tourism, our focus is on forest products and indus-
tries that rely on wood as a raw material.

Increasingly, legislators and economic developers
in the eastern U.S. are viewing their region’s com-
mercial forests as a springboard for economic rejuve-
nation. Their rationale for pursuing forest based eco-
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nomic development is
- rooted in several obvi-
ous realities: a declin-
ing manufacturing base
in rural areas, a matur-
ing hardwood forest
nearby, and a growing
demand (foreign and
domestic) for temper-
ate hardwood species.

Forest based eco-
nomic development ef-
forts today are touted
as deliberate and sus-

tainable, recognizing both the need for planning and
the limits and realities of the forest resource (Jones
and Stanturf 1990; University MN 1990). However,
economic developers, while versed in the former, are
not knowledgeable of nor sensitive to the peculiari-
ties of a renewable natural resource (Jones 1990).
Similarly, foresters and other natural resource profes-
sionals are seldom included in the economic develop-
ment network, and even when they are brought into
the process, their training, experience, and often their
professional interests are not applicable to the task
(Gowen 1990). Forest based economic development
is constrained by this dilemma. The contribution that
both professions can make to realizing the economic



potential offered by
forest resources can
perhaps be enhanced
by examining a few
lessons learned from
Pennsylvania’s experi-
ence with its Hard-
wood Initiative.

“..mne vears since
the ‘83 Governor s
Timber Conference
and four vears be-
yond passage of the

*Y

Organization of Eco-
nomic Development
Efforts

ment Council Act,

Pennsylvania s
strategy for meeting
the torest based
economic develop-
ment challenge 1s not
clearly defined

Economic develop-
ment operates at all
levels of government:
Federal, supra-state re-
gional, state, sub-state
regional, county, and
community. Public
and private organiza-
tions and mixed part-
nerships operate at
most levels. Pennsylvania is rich in traditional ef-
forts and leader in innovative programs such as the
technology-based Ben Franklin Partnership. Many
organizations and programs are remnants of a time
when greater federal funding was available, during
the Great Society era of the 1960s and continuing
into Revenue Sharing in the 1970s. The prominence
and influence of public sector organizations rise and
fall depending on whether they are a conduit to out-
side funds from the federal or state government.

Pennsylvania’s Hardwood Initiative

Into the patchwork quilt of entrenched public and
private sector interests and existing linkages between
agencies and individuals that existed in 1986, the
new Casey administration introduced the concept of
“targeted industry” development and selected the
hardwood industry as its first target. In truth, the
Hardwood TInitiative concept was introduced in the
Pennsylvania Senate by rural representatives, primar-
ily from the opposition political party (SB 945,
“Hardwoods Council Act,” Session of 1987). Gover-
nor Casey’s administration picked up the idea and ran
with it.

Until 1983, Pennsylvania had not formally identi-
fied the opportunity offered by its 16 million acres of
increasingly valuable hardwood forests. There were

no focused efforts to tie those resources to economic
development. Initial steps were taken by the Thorn-
burgh administration in February, 1983, when nearly
200 persons participated in the Governor’s Timber
Conference to develop innovative, imaginative,
workable recommendations that could guide forest
resource development in Pennsylvania. As an out-
growth of that conference, Pennsylvania’s Economic
Development Partnership made the hardwood indus-
[V d PIIOrity.

Passed in 1988, the Hardwoods Development
Council Act targeted the forest products industry for
expansion, and created a 21 member advisory council
of representatives from state government, higher edu-
cation, the forest products industry, and the economic
development community. The Department of Com-
merce received more than $1.5 million through June,
1992 to fund the Council’s activities, and also re-
ceived a $200,000 grant from the Appalachian Re-
gional Commission to fund a market analysis and de-
velop continuing education programs for the
hardwoods industry. The Council is led by the Exec-
utive Director, Hardwoods Development Council
(HDC), who reports to the Secretary of Commerce.

The Council’s focus is three-fold (Jones, et al.
1989):

1. expand the hardwood industry job base;

2. improve industry efficiency through new
technology and new equipment; and

3. establish educational programs for forest
management, marketing, and environmental
and conservation practices.

The DOC has also undertaken a number of other
steps as part of its broad Hardwood Initiative. The
Department designated a Hardwoods Coordinator in
January of 1988 in the Office of the Governor’s Re-
sponse Team to work with individual hardwood com-
panies and to develop and implement the marketing
and promotion strategy for the Hardwood Initiative.

Response to the Initiative

However, nine years since the ‘83 Governor’s
Timber Conference and four years beyond passage of
the Hardwoods Development Council Act, Pennsyl-
vania’s strategy for meeting the forest based eco-
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nomic development challenge is not clearly defined.
The effort suffers from a condition that could be
transformed into a strength — many individuals and
organizations, public and private, from state-level to
local, are proceeding independently (or loosely col-
laboratively) toward their individually defined forest
based economic development targets. Who are some
of the more important players? What is driving
them? How has Pennsylvania’s Hardwood Initiative

1984, prior to the Hardwood Initiative, to promote
greater use of abundant wood resources in northwest-
ern Pennsylvania. Special emphasis was placed on
fostering the expansion and growth of existing and
new, secondary value-added industries. AHUG is
perceived throughout the northeast and mid-Atlantic
regions as a model of success (Bodenman et al.
1990). The group was a major force behind the leg-
islative initiatives in Pennsylvania which led ulti-

been effected?

State-Ievel: Economic development at the state
level is managed by the DOC. Financial assistance,
as well as other traditional economic development
thrusts such as regional promotion and industry re-
cruitment, remain the cornerstone of Pennsylvania’s
state-level program. Financial assistance is a very
visible part of the Hardwood Initiative. The hard-
wood-based industry received $80.1 million in finan-
cial assistance from 1987 through 1991. Over 100
firms in 50 of Pennsylvania’s 67 counties were recip-
ients, suggesting an approach that is neither geo-
graphically-targeted nor resource-oriented.

The actual makeup of the 21-member Hardwoods
Development Council reflected strong political con-
siderations. Eight members from agencies and the
legislature are legislatively determined. Candidates
for the 13 at-large, appointed positions are carefully
scrutinized by the Governor’s office. One unusual
appointment was a representative of organized labor
to the Council position legislatively prescribed to
represent the furniture industry. The person never at-
tended a meeting during his two year term, nor com-
municated directly with Council staff.

Although legislatively empowered to advise the
Governor, the Council in practice met only with the
Secretary, Department of Commerce. Quarterly
meetings were perfunctory, with only limited oppor-
tunity for debate or discussion. Committee reports
and recommendations were acknowledged, but sel-
dom acted upon. What could have been an effective
forum for policy debate and strategy setting by key
people was relegated to a rather formal and sterile re-
porting of ongoing projects.

Hardwood Development Groups: Ideally, an ef-
fective state-level program, working through regional

delivery mechanisms, could best serve the state’s
hardwood industry expansion efforts. The Allegheny
Hardwood Utilization Group (AHUG) was formed in
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mately to-the-passage-ot the Hardwoods uevemp

ment Council Act. Five additional multi-county
regional hardwood utilization groups were formed to
encourage forest based economic development and
promote the wood based industry. Because of its
longevity and reputation for accomplishment, each of
the other groups is patterned after AHUG. However,
while some of the other regional groups are incorpo-
rated as distinct entities, they are not uniquely inde-
pendent cogs within the existing economic develop-
ment infrastructure. Only AHUG has no current ties
to a local development district or another agency; the
group’s full-time executive director reports to an in-
dependent board of directors. AHUG’s membership
includes representatives from the wood industry, util-
ity companies, local development organizations, and
other concerned individuals. Funding sources in-
clude various federal, state, and local programs, but
the majority of operating support is derived from
membership fees and donations. Regardless, AHUG
and the other groups continue to receive financial as-

.sistance directly from the HDC, and would not be

self-sufficient, even with their aggressive grantsman-
ship, without the state-level funding lifeline.

The array of regional group objectives can be dis-
tilled to the following areas: labor training, market-
ing assistance, technology transfer, financial assis-
tance, industry/region promotion, forest resource
sustainability, and lobbying. All groups share the
broad mission of fostering expansion of the wood in-
dustry, and all are united in that endeavor under
PWIA, the Pennsylvania Wood Industry Association,
which was formed in 1991.

Under the PWIA banner, the groups rally around
the call for wise management and stewardship of
Pennsylvania’s forests. Their support of good stew-
ardship leans toward benefitting the industry today,
however, rather than ensuring a wood supply for a
future, expanded industry. The groups tend to focus
on public forestland issues, promoting increased an-
nual timber harvests from state forests. This thrust



“The best vay to er-
courage v ooc
Industry expansion i<
notto protect’ the
existing industrv b
reducing-competi-
tion, but to provide
for its future wood
supply and empower
i1 to meet the
contingencies of the
future.”

seems misplaced in
light of Pennsylvania’s
forest ownership pat-
tern. More than 70
percent of the state’s
16 million acres of
commercial forests are
owned by non-indus-
trial private forestland
INIPF-owners, who-
account for 75 percent
of the state’s annual
timber harvests.

The regional
groups generally sup-
port some type of raw
log export embargo,
which ostensibly
would create jobs here
in lieu of exporting
them. However, excluding foreign log buyers would
reduce competition and lower prices paid for logs or
standing timber (Jones et al. 1992). Indeed, the per-
sons who stand to suffer most from the lower
stumpage rates are the non-industrial landowners,
who seldom re-invest in good forest management
even at today’s prices. The best way to encourage
wood industry expansion is not to “protect” the exist-
ing industry by reducing competition, but to provide
for its future wood supply and empower it to meet
the contingencies of the future.

Another facet of regional group action that is
clearly oriented to their industry clientele, much as a
trade association, is their strident calls for more rea-
sonable regulations (particularly environmental regu-
lations) affecting the wood industry. Incongruously
enough, much of the battle is with the same state bu-
reaucracy which so strongly supports wood industry
expansion. Interestingly, Rubin (1986) characterized
such groups as “public-private organizations,” ques-
tioning whether they effectively coordinate business
and government and create overall improvement in
the local economy. Instead, he hypothesized that
they provide a “legitimating front to hide transfers of
public wealth (tax subsidies, infrastructure, construc-
tion) to the private sector.”

Despite these confusing and occasionally contra-
dictory positions, the regional groups are well-posi-
tioned to effectively encourage and support an ex-

panding wood industry. The opportunity they pro-
vide for networking, educational programming, and
technical assistance can enhance Pennsylvania’s
Hardwood Initiative, unless the warning signals of
contradiction and confusion are symptomatic of more
serious ills. That is, the typical industrial develop-
ment group (i.e. the regional hardwood groups) may
have no positive effect on either manufacturing or
non-manufacturing employment growth within its
service area (Humphrey and Erikson 1989). In fact,
Meyer (1991) concluded that “by and large, local
economic development expenditures waste scarce
public resources.” Instead, the efforts of such growth
promotion groups are simply overwhelmed in impor-
tance by other factors, including population, access
to metropolitan areas, location in a growth region,
and wage rates characterizing the respective service
area (Humphrey et al. 1988).

Other Economic Development Interests: The re-

gional hardwood groups, with the exception of
AHUG, are administratively linked to a Local Devel-
opment District (LDD), which is a publicly funded
industrial development group servicing an area desig-
nated and defined by the Appalachian Regional
Commission. The LDDs are key players in regional
economic development, but they are not the only
players. Individual communities, Resource Conser-
vation and Development Districts, utilities, consul-
tants, universities, and others are similarly engaged.
Their territories and operations frequently overlap.
Even to the fully initiated, the roles and responsibili-
ties are not clearly defined. Indeed, the “one stop
shopping” offered by the Governor’s Response Team
appears to be an administrative short cut to dealing
with the tangle of established economic development
infrastructure.

Forestry Community: As a major, statewide pro-
gram to encourage forest based economic develop-

ment, the Hardwood Initiative places surprisingly lit-
tle emphasis on the physical forest resource.
Although foresters are involved locally, serve on the
HDC, and participate in committees of the Council,
the forestry community has not played a major role
in designing and directing the effort, and mistakes
have been made as a result (Jones 1990).

Realizing Pennsylvania’s Potential

Pennsylvania’s Hardwood Initiative is not hope-
lessly mired, despite the baggage of traditional eco-
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nomic development that the program employs to spur
forest based economic development. A number of
policy and process modifications can ensure that the
program lives up to its regional and national reputa-
tion for excellence. In the next issue of this journal,
we offer recommendations for realizing Pennsylva-
nia’s potential for forest based economic develop-
ment.
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